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A child faced with an unknown word in oral reading^ or 



g^i 



oral language has available a number of ..potential cues, including 
syntactic and semantic features. His errors may reveal istrategies 
based *on , the use of some but not all cpes. in order to assess the 
similarity of responses to oral readiiig'vani oral language, 75 
children in grades lT3'^.were presented r^k^dipg and auditory feloze 

4 tasks at three levels of difficulty. Separate analyses wfe^e, conducted 
for synt^actically appropriate Taiscues and for 
^semantically-and^syntactically 'a{)propriate mispues. For synta^ticaldy 
•apprd*priate responses, significant effects were found for task,^wi;th 
a hig:her mean, for^ cloze, and f,or grade by i task. Althq.ugh main effects 
for/fifrade and complexity were not significant,' the interaction of 
grade by complexity was significant. For responses which were both 

; semantically and syntactically appropriate, there<*was a signif/ipant 
effect for task, with a higher- mean for the^ cloze task. Complexity ; 
was significant, with a decrease from the easiest; t^b most diffacult - 
passaged No other effects were .significant. (Author/TO) ^ 
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^ It is gerieraily assumed that" language skills provide al foundation for^ 
reading skills. Language, however, is many-faceted, end it s^ms quite 

possibly that skill in various aspects^ of language may relate in different 

? •• , , * , 

"ways to corresponding facets of reading. Parallel analyses of syntactic 

'da 

and eemantic errors intfiPC:oral iang\iage task and an oral reading task may 
clariiy the. relationship. oS specific skills in language to use of those 
skills in reading. ^ 

During early development of va skill or c^cincept, analysis of errors 

o 

is often more, re ved,ling than "a simple count of correct responses. An 
eri^or may be simply a random response, or it may be the result of a 

sysienjatic use "of some but not all of the available cues* By analyzing 

■' - ^ ■ . ... " • ' • ' / . ■ . / ~ 

errors, it is possible to isolate the rules which govern, a jjhild's 
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response, rtdes which underlie both correct and /incorircct responses. 

For the analysis of responses given in oral language, the cloze 
task (Taylor, 195*+) is useful. Words are deleted in some systematic manner, 
such as every 10th word.. The subject hears the text and is asked to 
supply the missing words. The most relevant cues in this situation ap- • « 
pear to be a (not necessarily explicit) sense of grammatical function 
and the meaning derivable from the passage. 

In an oral reading task, the child has both the language cues and 
th^ graphic fcrjn of. the word. This additional information provides cues, 
for phonics analysis, used/ alone or in combination with other cues, such 
as context. Some children may operate primarily on a visual basis, re- 
su3.tin^^^in confusion of graphically similar words.- 

Vlhen a child reads a sentence correctly, it is hard to know how he 
succeeds. He tnay be able to read the words by sight, or because of. phonic 
analysis skills, or by application of knowledge of language patterns. 



The successful product masks- the process by which the child succeeds. 

One means of assessing the cues used in reading is the miscue ^ 
analysis) proposed by Goodman (I969). This analysis' is based on the 
assumption that a child, facing an unknown word, may respond on the 
basis of certain cues more readily than othefrs. Errors in^ oral reading 
may be jcategorized in various ways, such as syntactically, semanticalljf 



or. moryhemically appropriate. . 

Althoiagh the oral reading and auditory cloze tasks share many 
features, there are necessarily some differences in the stimuli avail- 
able, ^nd in the task requirements. By keeping the stimulus materials 
and tLe response criteria as nearly as possible the same, it is possible 
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to make meaningful comparisons between a child's iresponse to oral reading 

. • ". .. - "' -^^ ■ ' • ■ 

and auditory cloze taskd# ^ ~ 

' - ' . ■ V- o • ■ . \ ■ . - ^ • ' 

The central purpose of the present, study was to ' examine ^ the relation- 
ship between use of syntacticaU^y and semantically apprqprta responses 
in oral reading and. in an auditory cloze task. In addition*,, ccmiparison 
Of tasks and grade levels was desired. 

Procedures 

Hypothesea ; Hypotheses to be tested included: 

I. a. Correlation of Syntax in Reading and Syntax in Auditory 

- '■' . ^ , . ■ . ■ 

J. Cloze will not be significantly different frcm'zero. 

■ ■ . ' ~ ■ ^ ^ ■ *. • ' ■ • »>- 

b. ^ Correlation -of Semantic-Syntactic responses in Reading, 

with Semantic -Syntactic response^" in Auditory Cloze will \ ' 
hot be significantly different from zero. ^ 
V II. In the ^analysis of variance, the, effects for Grade, Tas.k, and 
Grade by Task interaction will be non-significant. 
Design : The number of responses in each category was computied as a per- 
centage of "liihe total number of errors in a given passage for reading or ^ 
auditory cloze. The percentages were then transformed into. arcsine equiva 
lents, which approximate a nonnal dietributipn. ^ ^ 

: Data were analyzed in a^ 3 x 5 x'-S mixed design with Grade (3) U 

•' ■ ■ ■. • \ ^ . " ■ ■ ' ■ 

between-subjects factor and T^sk (2) and Complexity (3) ae within STibjects 

effects,' Separate analyses were performed for ^syntactically and semantic 

/ . ■■ ■ . . ■ \ * _ ■ . . - 

caliy. appropriate errors. : \ • 

Subjects ; From two parochial schdols ser^rlng predominantly middle- to - 

. • . *■ . i \ ■ . . . . : ■ • ■ 

lower-middle class families ^ 25 children w^re randorrOy selected at each 
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grade level (first through third)* Testing vas conducted in the lastl. 
ynonth of school* Reading level va.s_ assessed by of the Gilmore Oral 

Reading Test . (Gilmore, 1952), and any subject scoring below^ra5fe,^l»6 or 

■ . ■ ■ — . _ ■ ■ ■ * • 

abtpve 6.0 was replaced. 

jvtethod r- Each child was first administered the Gilmore Oral Reading Test 
to estimate his reading level. He was then given passages on three^ read- 
ing levels of the Dia^gnostic Reading Survey (Spache, 1963)5 one on his 

* J. * . ' ■ ■ ■ . 

level (as determined by the Gilmore), one \just below, and ^one Just above. 

At eacl^ri^vel therq are two selections; for each child one of these was ; 
randomly assigned to be presented as an auditory cloze task^ one as an 
oral reading task.. ^. T ' 

For the Reading task, the child read each selection aloud, while the 



examiner noted word substitutions (including reversals) and omissfons. 




every^ tenth word, and then rfeaxi each sentence, hotiiig the word the child 



seleptfid for the deleted word. ' * ' y 

In both tasks'/ each word substitution was classified in-.p^ 
following categories; t/rong;* syntactically correqt (having the same ' 
grnnmiatical function in the. phrase); semantically-and-syhtactically dor-- 
rect (haying the aamo grammatical function and also roughly the same 
jneaning); semanticaUy correct (same meaning but not' th^ same syntactic 
function); morphemlcally correct (tfie same word stem, with a difference 
only in inflection, such as tense, number, etc.); br a hit (the eitact 
wor4 deleted, used only for the cloze task). ^ 

The miscues in both tasks' were rated Jointly by the two authors, 
! and theii independently by another rater. Inter-rater reliability was 
I assessed by means of Scott 's (1955) .procedure. This is a relatively 
-Q'^rvative procedure which involved the differences between observed 
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Qgreement and the agreement expected t>y chance, based on the actual fre- 
quency of use of various categories. Acftoss all categories, reliability . 
coefficients of .86 for reading and «8U for cloze were found. 

Results . 

Correlations r The correlation of syntactically appropriate responses to ' 

-■ - ■ ■ ;■■ ■ I ■ ■ 

Reading and Auditory Cloze, based on the proportions of possible errors, 
was ,16, which • is not significant at the ,05 level. The Correlation^ of "~~ 
seniantical-ly appropriate resp^nses-in Reading a^^ Auditory Cloze was ,29, 
which is significant, but accounts for a' relatively small prcpqrtion of 
the variance, 

Analysis of Variance - Syntactically Appropriate M^scues ; The effect for 
Grade was ^not significant. The, effect for Task was. significant at^p"^ ,05, 
with a higher mean for the Cloze task. The interaction of Grade and Task 
was signifieant (p .01). For the Reading task, there, was a clear decrease 
frcAn^first to third ^rade in the "proportion of miscues which were syntacti-. 
dally appropriate* For the Cloze task, there was an increase frcMn first, 

^^o Mcdrid, with the pattern frm second t^ higher 
than for Reading. In ciddi;|bion, although the effect for Complexity or 
difficulty level of the passage was not significant, a significant inter- 
action {p < ,05) for Grade 'by Complexity was found. At Level 1 (the^ 

' easiest pacoage for each sftbjject) the' proportion of miscues which are d 
syntactically appropriate is^ greatest for first grade, least for third. 
At level 2y the order is the same^ though the spread is les$, ^ At Leyel 3 



the pattern for second and third grade is the sangie, but first graders 



have the lowest proportion. For first grade, there is a clear decrease 
from level 1*" to Level 3 in tl^e- proporfeLon of mi$cues which are syntacti- 
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ctilly appropriate/, V . \ 

Anolysis of Variance - Semantically-and-Syntactically, Appropriate Mlscues : 

The effect for Grate was hot' significant/ The effect for Task was signifi 

. . . ' ■'. 

cant at p ,001 with a higher mean for the Cloze task. Complexity was 
significant at the ,05 level under the usual F procedures^,, with a gradual 
decrease from the first (easiest;) passage to the, last in the proportion 
of miscues which .were both semantically and. syntactically appropriate* ^ 
.This effect, however,, is significant, only at the .10 level under the • 
conservative F procedure (Greenhouse and Geisser, 1959). 
... Discussion 

These resuuLts indicate the complexity of the . system in which the : 
relationships of language and reading are embedded i . Syntax and semant'ics, 
as reflected in these tasks ^show. both similarities and differences. 

Grade was not a significant main effect for either Syntax or Semantic 
responses. Task was significant in both cases; there were for both 
semantically and synta^ctically appropriat^e miscues a greater propprtion 
in Cloze ^ than in Reading. In' the Heading task, more of the errors were 
apparently distributedrks emissions or completely wrong, categories not 
analyzed here. > ? " 

Complexity was not a significant main effect, for Syntax,, but inter- 

. _ . ■ '. ^" . , ' ■ ' ' . 

acted significantly with Grade. For the "first grade, the proportion of ; 

errors which were syntactically appropriate 'sharply decreased as passages 

increased in difficulty. For ''the third grade there- was a slight increase.. 

as jiif ficulty level increased. * ' c ' 

Coinplexity was significant as a main effect for Semantic miscues 

(more semantically appropriate responses on easiest passages) when ■ * 
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evaluated by the usual P procedure, but not significant when ^evaluated by 
means of. the conoervative P with reduced degrees of freedcHn, The interac- 
tion of Grade and Complexity was not significant, for Semantic miscues, 

!„•■.;. . •■ ; _ ■ ■ ■ •. 

Although the interaction of Grade and Task was not significant for 

. •. ••• ' ' . . ' . - ' . ■ -' • 

' ■ ■ ' «- . 

Semantic miscues, it was significant at the .OHevel for Syntactically 

:■ — : . ^ . ' -•- s - - • - . - ,. I. ■■:>":. 

appropriate miscues. There was a sharp decrease in proportion of syntac- 

tically appropriate miscues from first grade through third on Reading, 

while this category pf. miscues first increased and then decreased for 

Cloze« \ :■ ' . / . •■ - : ■ - ,V' ' 

In attejhptiTrg to- examine any complex system, there are many possible ' 

approaches, and each choice of approach influences the observed results/ 

In this report, the effects of three choice-points seem especially critical 

to accurate interpretation. First, the present analysis of variance is 

univariate,, Multivariate analysis of all error types Bimultanepusly In 

■■- ■ • ' ■ ' '. ' i. ■ 

order to exiamine their Joint ef ifects and the overall distribution of 

/errors.is in r>rpgi*ess apd will'be report^^ 



A second consideration is that' the unit of. .analysis may veil affect 
r.eQults, although each is legitimate for certain purposes. In the present 

' •. . . ^ t - I- . 1-4 '. '<» ' ■• 

■ ■ ■ • ' * ■ ■ - 0 " , ■ . 

analysis, the nimiber of possible words misread in a passage and the) nurabitr 
of deleted words incorrectly supplied in a ploze passage would inevitably 
be far different even in passages of equal difficulty. Per this reason, 
the nmber of actual errors, excluding omissiqns, was used as the denominator 



in computing the proportion of Errors which fell in each category. This 
allowed more oreasonable comparison" across tasks ^ but compressed dimension- 
aiity and increased the dependency of each category on the other. / 

'A third consideration is ''the varying level of difficulty of passages 
.read by children in the same grade level. Presenting the same materials 



The presciit study 
ferenbes in the use of c 
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to all subjects or to all subjecti? in a given grade has certain advantages 
for analysis, but these were ' judged less important than the polssibility 
of reflecting the child^s norwial response to reading within his range of 
ability. ^ / 

elds intriguing views of ^Ssimllarities and dif- 
jrtain lanjguage cues, Across tasks^ grades j. and 
levels of complexity of passages.. A clear view of the relatiohsl^lp of 
specific aspects of reading with corresponding aspects- of oral langmge 
skills may allow more sensitive- analysis of patterns and reading problems 
in individuidl children* Children may- be guided to more effective applica- 
tion of language skills to reading. Such a comprehensive view is not yet 
availab^ee, but the possibility motivates further effort. 



I ■■ 
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Parallet Analysis of^Oral Language and Reading Mlscues 

Barbara A, Hutson and Jerome A, Niles^ 
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'A child faced with an unknown word In oral reading or oral 
language has available a number of potential cues, Including syn* 
tactic a^d semantic features* His errors may reveal strategies 



.1 



baised on use,^ of some but not 
lii order to assess the 



all cues. 
Isitnilarity of responses to oral 



reading and oral language, "75 children in grades 1-3 were pre- -! 
sented reading and auditory cloze tasks at three levels of diffi- 

' ■ ( . A ^ ■ ■■■■ ■ J V ■. 

culty. Separate analyses were\ conducted for syntactically appro* 



priate miscues and for semantically-and- syntactically Appropriate 
miscues. 



For syntactically appropriate responses, signifies 



nt effects 



were found for Task (p<C05)^ with a higher mean for Cloxe, and for 
Grade by Task (p<.01),; Although main effects for Grade and for ' 
Complexity wer^e not significant j th^^ inteiraction of Grade by Com- 
plexity was significant (p^cC'PS). \ 

- For responses which were both semantically and syntactically 
appropriate, there was a significant effect for Task (p iOOl), with 
a "higher/niean for the Cloze task. Complexity was significant at the 
.05 level (.10 under conservative F) , with a decrease from the easi" 
est to most„. difficult passage. No other eyfects were significant. 



Although the materials and £he response ratings were quite - 
similar for the reading and auditory'' cloze .tasks, the- difference 

In response was .strong and the correlations'^? corresponding cate- 

■■; ^ ■ : J ' ■ \ i ■ ■ ■■ ' 

gorles In the two tasks were low. Reading the entire passage be- 

for eliciting responses may maximize ^tbe difference in tasks. By 

varying the degree of similarity in the tasks. It may be posailble 

to map ccyntlnultles. and discontinuities between readlng^ a audi-, 

tpry '^loze. 



e patterns of errors In the two taslc^differ. Although 



language skills may be generally f'acllltatlve of reading skllla, 

. . \ . . . ■ - , ■ . r _ ^ 

point- td-polnt cor respondepice o$ specific factors in reading and 



language appear^ to be minimized by task differences. 
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ABSTRACT 

The relationship between the ref lection-impulsivity 
dimension, a dimension of cognitive style, and selected aspects of 
oral reading behavior was investigated in this study. Fifteen 
impulsive and fifteen reflective average readers were selected from a 
population of 109 second graders. Measures of intelligence and 
reading comprehension were obtained, followed by reading and taping a 
story from a basal reader, thus providing a sample of oral reading 
behavior. Comparisons of the two groups were then made with respect 
to miscue frequency, semantic acceptability of miscues, hesitation 
and repetition frequency, and self-correction of miscues. Analyses of 
the data revealed significant relationships between measures of the 
ref lection-impulsivity dimension and repetition frequency and 
self-correction behavior among the subjects. No significant 
differences were found with regard to the other variables. The 
findings suggest additional directions for investigating the role of 
cognition in the reading process. (Author/TO) 
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A PSYCHOLINGUISTIC ANALYSIS OF THE ORAL 
READING BEHAVIOR OF SELECTED IMPULSIVE 
AND REFLECTIVE SECOND GRADE BOYS 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship of one 
aspect of cognitive style, the ref lection-impulsivity dimension, and 
various aspects of oral reading behavior, namely miscue frequency, 
semantic acceptability of the mlscues, hesitation and rp.petltion fre- 
quency (Indicators of reading fluency) and self-correction of mlscues. 
More specifically, answers were sought for four questlotis: 

1) Do Impulsive children make more oral reading mlscues 
than reflective children when intelligence and compre- 
hension factors are controlled? 

2) Are the mlscues made by impulsive children more semantically 
acceptable than those made by reflective children? 

3) Are impulsive children more fluent readers than reflective 
children, when fewer hesitations and repetitions are taken 
as evidence of greater fluency? 

4) Do reflective children correct a greater percentage of their 
mlscues than impulsive children? 
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Background and L it erature 

Until recently little attention had been given to the role of 
cognition in the reading process. But in the last ten years several 
reading authorities ( 12 , 13 » 14) have drawn attention to evidence 
supporting the view that reading involves cognitive processes. 

One aspect of cognition which appears to be related to reading 
behavior is the tempo dimension of cognitive style, also referred to 
as the reflection-impulsivity dimension (10). The reflection-impul- 
sivity dimension, according to Kagan (9) refers to a subject ''s tenancy 
to be reflective (long decision times and low error scores) or impulsive 
(short decision times and high error scores) in solving problems that 
contain response uncertainty. However » the research in this area has 
been sketchy and in some cases the findings appear to be somewhat 
contradictory • 

Kagan (9) and Banks (1), on the one hand report a significant 
positive relationship between measures of impulsivity and the number of 
errors made in oral reading. Lesiak ( 11 ) on the other hand reports 
finding no significant relationship between impulsivity and her measures 
of word recognition, comprehension, critical reading and rate of reading. 
These findings appear to be incompatible In light of traditional views 
of the relationship between oral reading errors and general reading 
ability in which errors have been taken as evidence of weakness ( 15) . 

A search of the literature revealed no studies of the relationship 
of the reflection-impulsivity dimension to semantic acceptability of 
mlscues, hesitations, repetitions or self^-correction of miscues, all 
aspects of reading t-^hich might well be influenced by a reader's dis- 
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i 

position to be reflective or impulsive. 
Procedures 

The subjects in this study were 30 average second grade boys, drawn 
from nine classrooms in three predominately middle class suburban schools 
near a lar^e midwestem city, representing high, middle and low socio- 
economic classes. The subjects were selected by first identifying 65 
average readers frotn among a population of 109 second grade boys 'on 
the basis of their scores on the Reading subtest of the Metropolitan 
Achievement Test » with grade equivalent scores for the average readers 
ranging from 2.2 to 3.3. From this pool of average readers 15 boys 
were identified as reflective (long decision times and low error 
scores) and 15 were identified as impulsive (short decision times and 
high error scores) on the Matching Familiar Figures Test (MFF) (8)f 
a test of the reflection-impulsivity dimension. 

The California Test of Mental Maturity and the California Achieve- 
ment Test - Reading were administered to provide a basis for controlling 
for possible variance due to intelligence and comprehension ability. 
Then, individually* each subject read orally, while being tape recorded, 
a story from a basal reader, thus generating a total of 2813 miscues, 
626 hesitations and 877 repetitions which were later codnd onto a 
typescript of the story and subsequently analyzed according to the 
correction and semantic acceptability components of the Goodtiian Tax- 
onomy of Reading Miscues (7^) . 

A t^ test was trsed to test the significance of differences between 
the reflective and impulsive groups on measures of verbal intelligence, 
nonverbal intelligence, full scale intelligence, vocabulary, compre- 
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hension and total reading. When this analysis revealed that the 
difference between the groups* nonverbal intelligence scores was 
significant (mean IQ « 106.07 for reflectives and 99.87 for ln^ul- 
sives), while differences on the other variables were not significant, 
a one-way analysis of covariance was used to control for between- 
group differences on the nonverbal intelligence variable when testing 
for significance of differences between the two groups on the major 
variables of the study. The Chi square procedure was used to test for 
significance of differences with regard to distributional frequencies 
of the different types of miscues, hesitations, repetitions and 
correction attempts. 

A partial correlation procedure (4^) was used to determine the 
degree and significance of correlation between the reflectlon-impul- 
sivlty dimension and various variables while partialling out effects 
that might be due to nonverbal intelligence. 

Findings 

Significant differences between the reflective and impulsive groups 
were found with regard to the following: 

1. The reflective subjects made more repetitions (adjusted 
mean « 36-65) than did the impulsive subjects (adjristed 
mean « 21.81), even when the differences in nonverbal 
intelligence were controlled. (See Table 1) 

2. The reflective readers corrected a greater percentage of 
their miscues (adjusted mean =» 21.04%) compared to the 
impulsive reader's self-correction '(adjusted mean « 13.76%) 
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lliis was true for the t otal, corpus of tniscues even when the 
intelligence factor x^ras controlled. Hovever, when only one- 
time miscues were considered the differences were significant 
only when the Intelligence factor was not controlled. (See Table 2) 
3. Group membership, i. e. whether a child was in the reflective 
or impulsive group, correlated with percentage o£ miscues 
corrected (partial r; = 0.38, p <.01) in the direction of the 
reflective children correcting a higher percentage of their 
miscues • 

4* Respom^e time on the MFF correlated positively with the per- 
centage of miscues corrected, partial jr =» 0.5949 (p < .01). 

5. Number of errors on the MFF correlated negatively with the 
percentage of miscues corrected, partial jr » 0.4078 (p K .01) • 

6. In a related finding, nonverbal intelligence scores correlated 
positively with the percentage of miscues that were semantically 
acceptable but not corrected (£ « 0.3641, p < .05). 

No significant differences were found betxj'een the two groups with 
regard to: 

.1. Number of miscues (one-time or total), even when means i^fere 
adjusted for differences in nonverbal intelligence (adjusted 
mean « 88.90 for reflectives (R); 98.64 for impulsives (I) when 
considering the total corpus of miscues. (See Table 3) 

2* Percentage of miscues that were semantically acceptable within 
the context of the total passage which included miscues made 
acceptable through self-correction (adjusted mean « 45.23% for 
B; 45.50% for I). . 

3. Nximber of hesitations (adjusted mean « 21.84 for 19.90 for I).. 
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4. The relative nuraber of hesitations followed by correct identi- 
fication of the word (31% for R; 33% for I), omission (41% for 
Rj 46% for I) or other iniscue (28% for R; 21% for I)* 

Wide variation was observed from individual to indivldiml within 
each group on each of the dependent variables* 

Dlsctisslon, Conclusions and Implications 

Although internal validity was established by use of statistical 
controls and testa, limitations of the generaliaabillty oi the results 
of this study due to the sample size and the selection procedures should 
be noted. Hence, the following conclusions can only be made with re- 
gard to the population of subjects in this study • 

It was anticipated that the impulsive readers would make signifi- 
cantly more miscues than the reflective readers, similar to the findings 
reported by Kagan (9)^, but they did not. One cannot conclude however, 
that impulsive children in general do not make more miscues than reflec- 
tive children. It should be reraerabered that the sample of subjects In 
this study was drawn from average readers. Average readers were chosen 
deliberately in order to be reasonably sure that each subject could read 
the same story* yet make some miscues. But this constraint may account 
for at least part of the variance in findings of this study and that of 
Kagan (9). Further study of this question with a much larger sample, in- 
cluding good and poor, as well as average readers. Is needed in order to 
be more conclusive regarding the relationship of ref lection-impulsivity 
dimension to mlscue frequency. 

With regard to semantic acceptability of miscues, there appears to 
be no significant difference between the two groups. But perhaps more 
important than this is the descriptive information obtained, namely, that 
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on the average 45%, nearly one-half<» of all miscues made by these average 
readers — In both groups — were judged to be either meaningful In the con- 
text of the story or were self -corrected by the reader. 

The findings related to hesitation frequency 'Bugges t that there ia 
no difference between the two groups with respect to this aspect of 
reading fluency. 

However, with respect to repetitions, used also as an indicator of 
fluency, the impulsive readers were the more fluent. But these findings 
appear to also have implications regarding whether repetitions should 
be considered errors. The traditional view has been that the more a 
chlid repeats, the poorer reader he. is (3). While this may be true to 
a certain extent ^ reading ability alone appears not to be the only factor 
Involved. Note, that although the reflective subjects in this study made 
significantly more repetitions than impulsivee there was no significant 
difference between the two groups' comprehension scores. These findings 
appear to have important implications for diagnosticians and classroom 
teachers. For example, when Interpreting a child's oral reading — in using 
informal reading inventories or in the reading circle, for example — one 
should realize that at least some of the repetitions a child makes may 
be due to variation in cognitivie style rather than to weakness in general 
reading ability alone. 

With regard to self-correction of miscues it should be boted that 
all subjects corrected at least some of their miscues without being 
prompted to do so. In fact, on the average the impulsive group cotii^ected 
over 13% while the reflective group corrected over 21% of their miscues. 

But while children in both groups self-corrected many of their mis- 
cues, the reflective group corrected a significantly greater percentage 
than the impulsives, a finding which was not surprisinjg in that according 
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to Kagan (9) reflective cliii.drer». appear to reflect a:ore over their choices 
and hence 5 vould appear to be aioce Likely zo detect and correct more mis-- 
cues than would Impulslvt^ ehildre>iv ''\!hv>, fact i-uiy be belp.fvii in thinking 
about the cau«c: of a higher hxcid^^f.^ of repetition 'imong reflective 
children thaa among inipnlsiviis^ no^iinf, that Many repetitions (^j, 7^) 
are made in order to cc?rrsc;: or s^t^empt: zo corrr^ct 5T»if?cues. It may well 
bes then* that some repetitions are nu^.ie jiisC- to check, to see If what was 
said Xv'as right. 

But the finding of a signif icatit differencG betx>7een the two groups 
in percentage of rniscues self-corrected, raises what appear?? to be a 
very importaat question about how IrRportant ov^irt self -correction of 
□d-scues is as far as camprehetiit^ioa is coucerned. As h^.s been noted 
earlier, there vias no i^ignificant Uifference bet^^een the groups in com- 
preheosion scores, although the raflectives corrected significantly more 
mlscues than the irapulsivas- Ir'. shoct, it appears that the amount of 
overt self-correction of Hiiscv^e^-. needed to adequately co^aprehsnd written 
material may. among other thinga, be reJivtfed to the child's cognitive 
style* More research Is needed lii irhis ,^^rea. 

In summary f this «tady of the oral reading behavior of reflective 
and impulsive second grade boys has ravealed a significant relationship 
between one aspect of cognitive style and repetition and self-correction 
behavior which appears to have important isiplicationf? for teachers, ' 
diagnosticians and researchers > as they seek to better understand the 
role of the child himself in the reading process * 

[WOTEt A ^ore detailed report of this atud^j- way be found in Bxitler (2^).} 
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ADJUSTED MO m-ADJ'JSTKD mM^ AMD STi^MDMO DHVIA^flONS 
FOR THE ^?^J^l3HR OF Rf-,FETITTOKb FOIl 



Adjusted 



SD 



36.65 

14.23 



I'.l. u 
8.26 



.-•-iff. 



F/t 



F-10,89 * 



Unadjusted 



M 
SD 



35.47 

13,75 



23.00 



.12,47 
5>77 



*p < .05 
**p < .01 



TABLE 2 

i\BJUST£LJ MT) [JN.AD.TUSTED 'MEASSi AMD STA^jDAiiD 
DEVIATIONS OF ^riiE PEaCEMTAf?F, OF 
KI3C0RS vCORRECTEI) FOR 
REFi-SCTXTS' AitD IM?UL?..T?E -.iUBJECTS 







Reflective 
(S-15) 


(i>}«}.5) 




F/jt 


Ad j us ted 


M 


21 . 04 


• i3»76 


■■7,..2S 


F- 4.75 * 




SD 


. IG.18 




3,88 




tea.dj !is ted 


M 


21.50 


t3.::'.0 


3,40 


t^-2.72 * 




SD 


9 . 80 


6.i0 


3.70 





*p < .05 
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TABLE 3 

ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED MEAl^S AK"D S-mMlXD 
DEVIATIONS OF THE NUMBER OF OSE--TIMS 
AJJD TOTAL MESCUES FOP- 
REFLECTIVE Al^D IMPULSIVE 
SUBJECTS 



One-TIme 

Adjusted M 

SD 

Unadjxisted M 
SD 



Reflective 
(N=15) 



82.65 

37.76 
79.4? 
36. 4S 



Impulsive 
(N=15) 



86.28 
40.79 
89.47 
39.41 



F/r. 



■3.63 F'=0.24ti.9. 
-3.03 

-.10.00 _t-0.70 a.s. 



Total 

Adjusted M 

SD 

Unadjusted M 
SD 



88.90 
40. 8X 
86.00 



98.64 
46.68 
101.53 
45,09 



"9.74 ¥'^0,56 n.3. 
"5.37 

-3.5.53 t«0.97 n.s. 



n.s. = no.t significant 
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SKim.-& T.TEMS FROM THE MATCHING VmfLUR JlOTfl^S S§.l' 






I 



Seduced iii sixe, Tlie two Siimple xfceTija above co-ar>tittita 
four pages in the actual testj^ each Dag's 8 1/2*' x 13/'. 



